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DETAILED ACTION 



Response to Arguments 



1. Applicant's arguments filed 03/17/2003 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. Please see the following reasons and the associated rejection below. 

2. Applicant argues "Claims 1-4 and. . .does not show the claimed invention" (page 6, 
paragraph 3, line 1 - page 7, paragraph 1, line 8). The argument is not persuasive for the reasons 
shown in the initial Office Action and for those stated in the interview. The purpose of the 
Zhang et al. (USPN 6,381,646) reference (as shown in the original rejection) is to show the 
common use of NAT in applications for the transfer of packets across a network. Control 
protocol messages are a specific type of network traffic that is common. The combination is to 
show that it is obvious to apply this type of network address translation to control protocol 
messages. The point of the combination is to show that the NAT performed on this specific 
message type would benefit the system as a whole, thus rendering the claimed invention obvious. 

3. The applicant further argues "To paraphrase the interview. . .rational of record" (page 7, 
paragraph 1 5 lines 8-14). The argument is not persuasive because the examiner has satisfied in 
the original rejection (restated below) all of the requirements for a rejection under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a). As stated in the interview, the basis of rejection for this case cannot be reduced to a 
simple 6 x' and 'y' characterization and the validity of the rejection will only be discussed in light 
of the claimed invention. Please see MPEP 706.02 and the associated sections. The rejection as 
stated does not require the applicant to create any arguments or "fill in" gaps. 
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4. The applicant further argues "The rejection of. . .rejection of record" (page 7, paragraph 1 , 
lines 14-18). The argument is not persuasive because the motivation for the combination was 
clearly stated in the original Office Action in paragraph 3. The rejection is restated below. 

5. The applicant further argues "Claims 2-4 - rejection of record 55 (page 7, paragraph 2 - 
page 8, paragraph 3). The arguments are not persuasive for the same reasons stated above with 
regards to claims 1-4 and 7-10. 

6. The applicant further argues "Claim 5 deserves. . .rejection of record' 5 (page 8, paragraph 
4). The argument is not persuasive because while the examiner did make a typographical error 
(the figure referenced should have been figure 3) it is clear that the network of Zhang et al. 
(USPN 6,381,646) would utilize ports as broadly claimed. Network traffic being passed among 
the devices of the figure would inherently require ports of some type for the input and output of 
the signals. 

7. The applicant further argues "The Patent Office further. . .for claim 5" (page 8, paragraph 
5 - page 9, paragraph 1). The argument is not persuasive because the applicant has incorrectly 
quoted the Office Action. The original rejection on page 9, lines 10-12 does not actually state 
anything about where translation takes place. Lines 8-16 on page 9 of the original action should 
be read as a whole. The examiner notes that the reference shows translation taking place "at a 
firewall 55 . The reference is used to show that translation can take place locally to, and in 
conjunction with a firewall. The Patent Office does not seek to "have it both ways 55 . The 
original rejection is clearly stated and renders obvious the claimed invention. 

8. The applicant further argues "Claims 11, 13, and 15.. .rejection of record 55 (page 9, 
paragraph 3). The argument is not persuasive because the term "behind the firewall' 5 is unclear. 
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Additionally, nothing about the claim clearly states this limitation. As discussed in the 
interview, without amendment, this claim is not read to specify where the server resides. While 
it was conceded that the server of the reference is outside the firewall of the reference (in relation 
to the local machine), nothing about the claim makes the limitation clear. Please note that the 
server of the reference can return messages to the firewall to be forwarded to a network. Also, 
the server can receive messages and route them to a node on a network. The server being 
"behind the firewall" is not a specific limitation of the claim as discussed in the interview. As 
stated in the interview, the examiner addressed this argument with a primary examiner (Dung 
Dinh) who agreed that the claims cannot be read to necessarily specify where the server resides. 

Claim Rejections - 35 (JSC § 103 

9. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

10. Claims 1-4 and 7-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Zhang et al. (USPN 6,381,646) in view of Cave et al. (USPN 6,404,746). 

1 1 . Regarding claim 1 , Zhang et al. (USPN 6,381 ,646) teach a system for translating IP 
addresses within messages, the messages originating and terminating in different IP networks, 
comprising means for: 

a. Receiving a message from a node on a first IP network (column 6, line 42). 
Note that the outside user, on an IP network, sends a packet to a destination. 
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b. Translating an IP address within the message from the IP address associated 
with the first IP network to an IP address associated with a second IP network 
(figure 7; column 6, line 65 - column 7, line 7). Note that in the reference, 
translation is not always necessary, but depending on the resource sought, the 
translation may be required. 

c. Routing the message to a node on said second IP network (column 7, lines 3- 
4). Note that in the reference, when translation is performed, the message is 
sent on to the translated address. 

Although the system disclosed by Zhang et al. (USPN 6,381,646) shows substantial 
features of the claimed invention, it fails to disclose means wherein the message is a control 
protocol message. 

Nonetheless, these features are well known in the art and would have been an obvious 
modification of the system disclosed by Zhang et al. (USPN 6,381,646), as evidenced by Cave et 
al. (USPN 6,404,746). 

In an analogous art, Cave et al. (USPN 6,404,746) disclose a system for transmission of 
messages on a network wherein the messages are control protocol messages (column 21, lines 
42-51). Note that in the reference, the standards discussed are control standards and would send 
control protocol messages. 

Given the teaching of Cave et al. (USPN 6,404,746), a person having ordinary skill in 
the art would have readily recognized the desirability and advantages of modifying Zhang et al. 
(USPN 6,381,646) by employing the use of control protocol messages. Control protocols are 
used in all networks and specifically can benefit the system by allowing for Internet telephony. 
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12. Regarding claim 2, Zhang et al. (USPN 6,381,646) teach all the limitations as applied to 
claim 1. They further teach means wherein the translation is network address translation (NAT) 
(column 6, line 65 - column 7, line 3). Note that in the reference, NAT is one of the possible 
schemas for address translation. 

13. Regarding claim 3, although the system disclosed by Zhang et al. (USPN 6,381,646) (as 
applied to claim 1) shows substantial features of the claimed invention, it fails to disclose means 
wherein the node on the first IP network is a media gateway and the node on the second IP 
network is a media gateway controller. 

Nonetheless, these features are well known in the art and would have been an obvious 
modification of the system disclosed by Zhang et al. (USPN 6,381,646), as evidenced by Cave et 
al. (USPN 6,404,746). 

In an analogous art, Cave discloses a system with multiple communicating networks 
wherein the node on a first IP network is a media gateway and the node on a second IP network 
is a media gateway controller (figure 2). Note that in the reference, gateways and a gatekeeper 
are used. These can communicate as media gateways and media gateway controllers. 

Given the teaching of Cave et al. (USPN 6,404,746), a person having ordinary skill in the 
art would have readily recognized the desirability and advantages of modifying Zhang et al. 
(USPN 6,381,646) by employing the communication of media gateways and media gateway 
controllers. These are common network nodes that may be available on any two communicating 
networks. They benefit the system by providing service for multimedia communication 
including Internet telephony. 
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14. Regarding claim 4, although the system disclosed by Zhang et al. (USPN 6,38 1,646) (as 
applied to claim 1) shows substantial features of the claimed invention, it fails to disclose means 
wherein the control protocol is MEGACO. 

Nonetheless, these features are well known in the art and would have been an obvious 
modification of the system disclosed by Zhang et al. (USPN 6,381,646), as evidenced by Cave et 
al. (USPN 6,404,746). 

In an analogous art, Cave et al. (USPN 6,404,746) disclose a system for multiple network 
communication wherein the control protocol is MEGACO (column 21, lines 42-51). Note that in 
the reference, MEGACO is one of the possible standards that can be used. 

Given the teaching of Cave et al. (USPN 6,404,746), a person having ordinary skill in the 
art would have readily recognized the desirability and advantages of modifying Zhang et al. 
(USPN 6,381,646) by employing the use of MEGACO. MEGACO is an industry standard and 
can benefit the system by allowing for Internet telephony. In addition, MEGACO uses the same 
implementation for different network types (i.e. ATM or IP) and thus allows for easier 
portability. 

15. Regarding claims 7 and 9, Zhang et al. (USPN 6,381,646) teach a system for translating 
IP addresses within messages, the messages originating and terminating in different IP networks, 
comprising means for: 

a. Receiving a message from a node on a second IP network, the message 

including an IP address associated with the second IP network, (column 6, line 
42). Note that the communication goes in both directions. Messages from the 
second network may be sent to the outside user. 
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b. Translating the IP addresses associated with the second network included 
within the message to an IP address associated with the first IP network 
(figure 9; column 6, line 65 - column 7, line 7). Note that in the reference, 
translation is not always necessary, but depending on the resource sought, the 
translation may be required. 

c. Routing the message to a node on the first IP network (figure 9; column 7, 
lines 3-4). Note that in the reference, when translation is performed, the 
message is sent on to the translated address. 

Although the system disclosed by Zhang et al. (USPN 6,381,646) shows substantial 
features of the claimed invention, it fails to disclose means wherein the message is a control 
protocol message. 

Nonetheless, these features are well known in the art and would have been an obvious 
modification of the system disclosed by Zhang et al. (USPN 6,381,646), as evidenced by Cave et 
al. (USPN 6,404,746). 

In an analogous art, Cave et al. (USPN 6,404,746) disclose a system for transmission of 
messages on a network wherein the messages are control protocol messages (column 21, lines 
42-51). Note that in the reference, the standards discussed are control standards and would send 
control protocol messages. 

Given the teaching of Cave et al. (USPN 6,404,746), a person having ordinary skill in 
the art would have readily recognized the desirability and advantages of modifying Zhang et al. 
(USPN 6,381,646) by employing the use of control protocol messages. Control protocols are 
used in all networks and specifically can benefit the system by allowing for Internet telephony. 
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16. Regarding claims 8 and 10, although the system disclosed by Zhang et al. (USPN 
6,381,646) (as applied to claim 7) shows substantial features of the claimed invention, it fails to 
disclose means wherein the control protocol is MEGACO. 

Nonetheless, these features are well known in the art and would have been an obvious 
modification of the system disclosed by Zhang et al (USPN 6,381,646), as evidenced by Cave et 
al. (USPN 6,404,746). 

In an analogous art, Cave et al. (USPN 6,404,746) disclose a system for multiple network 
communication wherein the control protocol is MEGACO (column 21, lines 42-51). Note that in 
the reference, MEGACO is one of the possible standards that can be used. 

Given the teaching of Cave et al. (USPN 6,404,746), a person having ordinary skill in the 
art would have readily recognized the desirability and advantages of modifying Zhang et al. 
(USPN 6,381,646) by employing the use of MEGACO. MEGACO is an industry standard and 
can benefit the system by allowing for Internet telephony. In addition, MEGACO uses the same 
implementation for different network types (i.e. ATM or IP) and thus allows for easier 
portability. 

17. Claims 5, 6, and 11-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Zhang et al. (USPN 6,381,646) in view of Cave et al. (USPN 6,404,746) and Arrow et al. (USPN 
6,154,839). 

1 8. Regarding claim 5, Zhang et al. (USPN 6,38 1 ,646) teach a system for translating IP 
addresses within messages exchanged between a node on a first IP network and a node on a 
second IP network comprising: 
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a. A port having an IP address associated with said first IP network, said port for 
receiving a message from the first node intended for the second node, said 
message including an IP address associated with said second IP network 
(figure 3). Note that a port is inherent to any device receiving and sending 
network traffic. 

b. A Network Address Translator for translating the IP address associated with 
said first IP network included within the message to an IP address associated 
with said second IP network (figure 7; column 6, line 65 - column 7, line 7). 
Note that in the reference, translation is not always necessary, but depending 
on the resource sought, the translation may be required. 

c. A routing component for routing the message to the media gateway controller 
(column 7, lines 3-4). Note that in the reference, when translation is 
performed, the message is sent on to the translated address. 

Although the system disclosed by Zhang et al. (USPN 6,381,646) shows substantial 
features of the claimed invention, it fails to disclose means wherein: 

a. The messages are control protocol messages. 

b. The first node is a media gateway and the second node is a media gateway 
controller. 

c. The translation takes place via a firewall. 

Nonetheless, these features are well known in the art and would have been an obvious 
modification of the system disclosed by Zhang et al. (USPN 6,381,646), as evidenced by Cave et 
al. (USPN 6,404,746) and Arrow et al. (USPN 6,154,839). 
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In an analogous art, Cave et al. (USPN 6,404,746) discloses a system for internetwork 
communication wherein: 

a. The messages are control protocol messages (column 21, lines 42-51). Note 
that in the reference, the standards discussed are control standards and would 
send control protocol messages. 

b. The first node is a media gateway and the second node is a media gateway 
controller (figure 2). Note that in the reference, gateways and a gatekeeper 
are used. These can communicate as media gateways and media gateway 
controllers. 

Given the teaching of Cave et al. (USPN 6,404,746), a person having ordinary skill in the 
art would have readily recognized the desirability and advantages of modifying Zhang et al. 
(USPN 6,381,646) by employing the use of control protocol messages and media gateway and 
media gateway controller nodes. This benefits the system by including well-known nodes and 
message types that are specially suited for media data types. 

In an analogous art, Arrow et al. (USPN 6,154,839) disclose a system for internetwork 
communication wherein translation is implemented via a firewall (figure 8). Note that in the 
reference the firewall blocks all unwanted traffic and addresses are translated. 

Given the teaching of Arrow et al. (USPN 6,154,839), a person having ordinary skill in 
the art would have readily recognized the desirability and advantages of modifying Zhang et al. 
(USPN 6,381,646) by employing the translation of addresses at the firewall. Zhang et al. (USPN 
6,381,646) does not specify at what point the translation should be performed, simply that it is 
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the connection point to the first network. Since in many cases, this point would be a firewall, it 
would benefit the system to perform the translation there. 

19. Regarding claim 6, although the system disclosed by Zhang et al. (USPN 6,381,646) (as 
applied to claim 5) shows substantial features of the claimed invention, it fails to disclose means 
wherein the control protocol is MEGACO. 

Nonetheless, these features are well known in the art and would have been an obvious 
modification of the system disclosed by Zhang et al. (USPN 6,381,646), as evidenced by Cave et 
al. (USPN 6,404,746). 

In an analogous art, Cave et al. (USPN 6,404,746) disclose a system for multiple network 
communication wherein the control protocol is MEGACO (column 21, lines 42-51). Note that in 
the reference, MEGACO is one of the possible standards that can be used. 

Given the teaching of Cave et al. (USPN 6,404,746), a person having ordinary skill in the 
art would have readily recognized the desirability and advantages of modifying Zhang et al. 
(USPN 6,381,646) by employing the use of MEGACO. MEGACO is an industry standard and 
can benefit the system by allowing for Internet telephony. In addition, MEGACO uses the same 
implementation for different network types (i.e. ATM or IP) and thus allows for easier 
portability. 

20. Regarding claims 1 1, 13, and 15, Zhang et al. (USPN 6,381,646) teach a system for 
translating IP addresses within messages sent between two IP networks with means for: 

a. Receiving messages on a first IP network (figure 3). 
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b. Routing messages to a node on a second IP network (column 7, lines 3-4). 
Note that in the reference, when translation is performed, the message is sent 
on to the translated address. 

c. Translating IP addresses within a message from IP addresses associated with 
the first network to IP addresses associated with the second network (figure 7; 
column 6, line 65 - column 7, line 7). Note that in the reference, translation is 
not always necessary, but depending on the resource sought, the translation 
may be required. 



Although the system disclosed by Zhang et al. (USPN 6,381,646) shows substantial 
features of the claimed invention, it fails to disclose means wherein: 



Nonetheless, these features are well known in the art and would have been an obvious 
modification of the system disclosed by Zhang et al. (USPN 6,381,646), as evidenced by Cave et 
al. (USPN 6,404,746) and Arrow et al. (USPN 6,154,839). 

In an analogous art, Cave et al. (USPN 6,404,746) discloses a system for internetwork 
communication wherein: 



a. The messages are control protocol messages (column 21, lines 42-51). Note 
that in the reference, the standards discussed are control standards and would 
send control protocol messages. 



a. The messages are control protocol messages. 



b. The system includes a firewall. 



c. Messages are sent to a secondary server for translation. 
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Given the teaching of Cave et al. (USPN 6,404,746), a person having ordinary skill in the 
art would have readily recognized the desirability and advantages of modifying Zhang et al. 
(USPN 6,381,646) by employing the use of control protocol messages. This benefits the system 
by including well-known nodes and message types that are specially suited for media data types. 

In an analogous art, Arrow et al. (USPN 6,154,839) disclose a system for internetwork 
communication wherein: 

a. The system includes a firewall (figure 8). Note that in the reference the 
firewall blocks all unwanted traffic and addresses are translated. 

b. A secondary server is used (figure 8). Note that in the reference, the address 
translation unit is shown as being a separate entity. 

Given the teaching of Arrow et al. (USPN 6,154,839), a person having ordinary skill in 
the art would have readily recognized the desirability and advantages of modifying Zhang et al. 
(USPN 6,381,646) by employing the translation of addresses via the firewall. Zhang et al. 
(USPN 6,381,646) does not specify at what point the translation should be performed, simply 
that it is the connection point to the first network. Since in many cases, this point would be a 
firewall, it would benefit the system to perform the translation there. In addition, offloading the 
messages to a secondary server benefits the system by improving firewall throughput and 
separating functions to allow translation software changes without affecting security. 
21. Regarding claims 12, 14, and 16, although the system disclosed by Zhang et al. (USPN 
6,381,646) (as applied to claim 1 1) shows substantial features of the claimed invention, it fails to 
disclose means wherein the control protocol is MEGACO. 
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Nonetheless, these features are well known in the art and would have been an obvious 
modification of the system disclosed by Zhang et al. (USPN 6,381,646), as evidenced by Cave et 
al. (USPN 6,404,746). 

In an analogous art, Cave et al. (USPN 6,404,746) disclose a system for multiple network 
communication wherein the control protocol is MEGACO (column 21, lines 42-51). Note that in 
the reference, MEGACO is one of the possible standards that can be used. 

Given the teaching of Cave et al. (USPN 6,404,746), a person having ordinary skill in the 
art would have readily recognized the desirability and advantages of modifying Zhang et al. 
(USPN 6,381,646) by employing the use of MEGACO. MEGACO is an industry standard and 
can benefit the system by allowing for Internet telephony. In addition, MEGACO uses the same 
implementation for different network types (i.e. ATM or IP) and thus allows for easier 
portability. 

22. Regarding claim 17, Zhang et al. (USPN 6,381,646) teach all the limitations as applied to 
claim 5. They further teach means wherein the port is adapted to listen for a Service Change 
message to determine that a new media gateway is becoming available (figure 9). Please note 
that in the reference, the port listens for packets. A packet could be any type of message and if 
from a new host, would show that a new media gateway is available. 

23. Regarding claim 18, Zhang et al. (USPN 6,381,646) teaches all the limitations as applied 
to claim 17. They further teach means wherein the network address translator is adapted to place 
an IP address of the new media gateway in a NAT table of IP addresses (figure 5; figure 10). 
Note that NAT addresses are stored in a table in the reference. 
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Conclusion 



24. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kevin Parton whose telephone number is (703)306-0543. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:00AM - 4:30PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Glenton Burgess can be reached on (703)305-4792. The fax phone numbers for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are (703)746-9242 for regular 
communications and (703)746-7238 for After Final communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703)305-3900. 
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